Appendix A.
on it as part of this case, as helping you to come to a conclusion whe:her
Armstrong poisoned his wife or not, and if you come 10 the conclusion
that he did try to poison Martin, then you can start with something -which
will be a guide to you, a help to you, "as to what the man woidd So with
the poison he had got, whether he would use ii against a human being
or not, if he had what was considered a sufficient motive.11
The attorney-genebal—All through, the prisoner's case was that he
had the arsenic for a legitimate motive.
Before the Court adjourned, Sir H. curtis benxett referred tc an
application for leave to call five witnesses as to the use of packets of
arsenic for dandelions, which was ridiculed by the prosecution.
The lobjd chief justice—What was ridiculed was not that arsenic
would kill dandelions, but the idea that any one would wei^h it out in
individual doses.
Sir H. cuetis benxett—It is precisely as to that I wish :q call the
evidence.
The Court intimated that the witnesses need not remain, and adjourned
until Monday, 15th ilay, 1922.
SATURDAY, Uth MAY, IteL
Sir henby Craris biswett, continuing his arguments on behalf of
Major Armstrong, said that when the Court rose on Friday he had finished
dealing with his submission about the admissibility of the evidence in
relation to Mr. Martin. He submitted that there was misdirection in the
summing up as to the way in which, even if this evidence were admissible*
it had been stated that it ought to be applied.
Counsel nest drew the attention of the Court, to answers made by
the appellant about the packets of arsenic which he had to kill dandelions.
In cross-examination by the Attorney-General, Armstrong said, " I simply
took a small quantity on a penknife. I did not weigh them. The whole
thing was approximately." It was clear from those answers that there
was no question there of the appellant's taking the arsenic and weighing
out the amounts in the packets. In the particular instance of the arsenic
found on Mr»—3J grains—there was no donbt that this would poison
a human being. The evidence of the three doctors for the defence was
on the lines of the cross-examination of Dr. Spilsbtiry and Sir William
Willcox. The case for the defence was that there had been a large dcse
on 16th February. For the prosecution the case was that there had been
continuous small doses to the end, especially within the last twenty-four
hours. "When he (counsel) asked. " Would the giving of a grain of arsenic
per day for thirty-one days aggravate the patient's symptoms or not? "
—that being the amount "medically administered to Mrs. Armstrong in
the asylum—the doctor said that he thought that it would retard recovery.
What happened was consistent with the case for the defence, that tna
woman was not suffering from arsenical poisoning, but was suffering from
toxaemia caused by what might be called " auto-intoxication." Dr.
Spilsbnry agreed on that.
Turning to the evidence of Sir William Willcox, Sir Henry Curtis
Bennett said that that witness agreed, when cross-examined, that a person
might take a large dose of arsenic and die at the end of five or sbc
days. The doctors called for the defence expressed their view that vbat
had been found, and the symptoms which had been described, were con-
sistent with the 'taking of one large dose of arsenic on 16th February,
Sir Henry Curtis Bennett next dealt with, several matters in Mr,
Justice Darling's summing up to the jury. He complained of one passage
in which the judge had said that, " One would think she (Mrs. Armstrong)
was a tiresome invalid.1' That was the first time during the course
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